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ABSTRACT 

Instructional 'television (ITV) has generally not' 
shown significant- differences in instructional effectiveness when 
compared to conventional instruction techniques. In an effort to 
gather more conclusive data about these previous findings, this study 
sought to compare two instructional modes, ITV and textual 
presentation. Eleven juniors in a teacher education program 
participated in the study. They received instruction in questioning 
techniques in preparation for the subsequent presentation of a , 
videotaped rhicroteaching lesson. The student teacher's performance 
was observed and analyzed from a variety of statistical viewpoints, 
and the results indicated that the more expensive ITV instruction 
failed to produce a criterion performance which differed 
significantly from that produced by the less expensive textual- 
instruction. (MC) 
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INTkOOUCTXON Sincr. its .introduction in tlic field of 

, ; : ediica tiono 1 t^^jChnology , , ins Li^uc t ion tele- 
vision ha.B been a source of controversy for 
educational researchers,. For the purpose of 
c la r i f i ca t ion / P.rov;n , Lev;is^ cind Harcleroiid 
(19G9) describe ITV as the ajpp 1 i c a t i on of 
t c 1 c V .i s i o n in f o r kui 1 courses, r e 9 a r d l e s s o f 
a g e o r .g r a d e , n d r o a a r d 3. e s s o f. v; h e t l i e r o r 
not they are given for credit. This includes 
iji'-schoo]. instruction in parts of courses for 
direct teacliincj or for f ac i 1 i t a t .i ng lecture- 
deraonstrations * Instructional television 
may b e 6 i s\ t r i b u t e d h y open o r c 1 o s e d c i r c u i t , 
o r ' b y both s i mu ]. t a i:i e o u s 1 y , 

At the un i ve r s i ty . level , Br i s , Campe au , 
Gagne'^ and May, (1967) found that no reliable 
di.'f f or ences in the instructional cf f.ec tiveness 
of ITV f as compared to conventional instruction, 
.. \vere obtained in teaching a variety of 5iub- 
jocts , Researcl} studies cited in the above 
v;ork {i^ , 104 ) included the areas of Spanish j 
calculus, meteorology, advertising" , mathematics, 
- . i^Dhysics, psyc}\ology , "sqc io'logy , chemistry, 

political science , english humanities, and 



/ 



in 11 s i c ci r- p r e cji. a t ion . ^'T h o a u L b. o r s ( p , 1 0 5 ) 
ddd coiitinue, however , that o.n occcision.; 
si cfii i f ican t ci ;i or on cos in a i e vemen t 
have b-jcn founrl to favor eithor televised 
instruction or convG*ntioiial ins>truc tioii . 

I V e s { ]. 9 7 1 ) St a 1: c d t h a t c 1 o s e d - c i r c u i t 
t e 1 e V i s i o n may 1.^ e con s i 0 c r d s e p a r a t e 1 y a ,s 
a m e d i in of i n t r u c t i o n h e c a u s e i t t e ii d s 
to Vjo GXioonsive , .popular . ' demands a special-- 
.1 z e d staff to operate an d m a i n t a i n. it, an d 
has cibsorbed - - in raairy i]ifj tancGS — the bulk 
of available c api t a ]. for educci t ional tc ch 
n o 1 o g y • It also d e s e r ve s sp e c i a ]. c o n s i der - 
.ation in viev; of lt.y sinc;ul.arly d i sap^po in t ing 
record. Allen (1971) found the predominate 
trend frout hi'indreds of evaluative s tudics 
in i 1 1 s t r u c t i o n a 1 tel c v i s i. o n was that of its 
over a 11 equal e f f e c t j. ve nes s v;h an compar ed 
to face -to --face instruction. 

The systeinatic and c:on'iprehGn sive v;ork 
of Schramm (19G2) sliov/od instructional 
tele vi:s ion ^1 s ab Teast; as effective as or- 
d in a r y c ], a s s r o o in i n s t r u c t j. o n v;h en the results 
are measftrcd by tlie usual final examinations 
or by St andard.vzed tests. ^ More recently, tb.G 



exiv. tincj literature v;as revicv/od by AndGrsoii 
(1972) v/ho ^'.tcites ti'iat although the recur- 
ring fiucling of no s i gn .1 f i c a li t difference 
when television l^as: been coiupi'/roa to converj- 
t'i o n a 1 in g t r u c t i C) n h ci s b c c n d i s appo i n t i n g , 
i n s t r u c t i o 11 D ]. t e 1 e v i s i o ri ' .i. f:; b e i r. g used j. n 
ra ci n y cases for it nui 1 1 1 p 1 i c a t i v e and 1 o g i s - 
1 1 c a 1 a d V a n t a g c s rat li e r, t h a n for 1 e a ): i i 1 n g 
cidvan L ages . 

Positives factors for u t i ]. i :ia t i on , other 
thcin learn ing factors , a.re alf50 suppe^jrted 
by Tliornton (1968) v.'ho c 1 a i-i''ns : t o 1 c vl s i on 
has often been seen primarily as a ineans of 
increeising efficiency by multiplying the 
prof cssor ' s audience , lie adds the present 
p r o b 1 c m i s s t i 11 that o £ - .. d.a v e 1 o p i n g course 
inatej:'ials that are v/orth televising. O.ther 
problems are cited by Sraith and Nagcl (1972) 
V7 ho belie v e 1 1 1 e p resent impasse in e d u c a 1 5. o n a L 
t G 1 e V i s ion is due to costs, sc h e dul in g ^ 

"canned instruction," and program quality 

'J 

and that ■the^.^e prob] eins present serious 
barriers to effective u ■ i 3-^ t i on of i n s t rue - 
t i n a 1 t e 1 e V i £ i o J i , - , 
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The :c e s o ':ir ch r.tudy dG?;igivjcl and. reported 
hcre.\n 'differs; markedly froi^^ the. bulk of iii- 
strucuiorial tolevisn.on rcsearcii .undertaken to 



to CO m p a. re t w o :l. n s t r \\ c t i o n :i 1 ra o d e s i j i v o 1 v 1 ]i g ' 
q u e s t i cj 11 x n 9 s t r a t e q j e s i 11 t Vi e __u a d u a t e 

c u >: r :i. c u 1 u iw v; i t h o !i o o -i: l. e m o d s e 3: i'j cj t Ii a t 
of a p. 1 TV .so r i o 5 . T he f i r s t i g n i f :l c cin t 
diiferei>ce in the desi c^n of tire study involved 
t h iTi o d o f i n s t }' v c t ion to w li i c li I T V w a s 

■ c o mp a r e d . B r i^f g s ( p . 1 0 6 ) f o u I'j d r e ]. a t i v e 1 y 
few studies lia-ve coiapared the ef f ec tivejiess 
of instruction by J TV V7ith instruction by 
a in e d i u m o t. h e r ^ t h a 11 a , t e a cT • e r , o r b y a c o ivi - 
]j i n a t i o I'l of me d i a . A d d i t i o n ci ]. s t u d i e c i.t e d 
II h o V e c- o n k i n ix a 1 1 y refer to conventional, or 
face- to- face , teacher instruction. In sliort , 
tlie l:>ulk of tljc titudies have investigated 
v;het]ier 01* not ITV can teach better than a 

"teacher. The teacher is not used in thif^. 
s t: u d y ; V a t } 1 e r , r i n. t e d iw a t c r i a I g vv e r e u .9 e d 
j. n a. in o d u ]. c'l r f o r m . Exp o r 1 m e n t a 1 G r o u p A 
read the materials v;hilc Experimental .Group 
B viewed cxactlv the same instruction viei 



date. 



T e s 'o 0 e i f • i. c p u r p o s e o f^ t h ''-^ -I 




an I TV s 0 r :i. e s t h o r e b y e 1 i. ix i n a t i n g a c o n\ ~ 
pariGon to the conventional cippro£icli. 

The sec o n cl s i cj 1 1 i f i c a n t' d i f i" c r e n c e i n 
the o r CJ a n j ^ a t i o n of this study i. n v o 1 v e d 
the laethods used to mecisurc gr?..i.n, if aify., 
A n d e r o n (up , 4 6, 4 7 ) c 1 ni m s 1 o a r n i n g 
has bc-on trn d i t ion a 1 ],y derined in ITV film 
rose, a r c h a s f a c: t u c; 1 i n f o r iri £i t d. c> n g a i n 
moasurc^d by paj;iGr and pencil tests, Ives 
(p. 151) discusses the problGiriG oj: uning 
paper cind pencil critorion tests and con-' 
cludcK that tests rnea.suring a]:)ilitiGS t:hat 
ow'e 1 i tt 1 c to f.oxmh 1 iri s true t i.on wi 1 1 
prove un r^a t i s facto ry in assess i.ng the 
d i f f c o n c e s hot v: e e n p 'j:' o s r. t a t :L o n s . }I ro f u r 
thoi: tatc-^s that no interpretation oZ norm- 

j: e f G r e n c e d ra G; ci s u e. s c a n a d e q u a t e 1 y h e u s e d 

.'I 

i n the t a s): o f ais s inkling def i n i. t c s ta j^da^rds 
that sliould be achieved during instruction. 
To summ^jrize, the bulk of ITV research 
has been raeasured by paper and pencil tests 
The method used in -this .study v;as the quan- 
tifd.cation of observalrle and desirable 
behaviors undertaken during the practice 

.. ■ 



teaching expar ience of the- studi-nts i.n- 
volved in the study. Thoref ore , a. major 
emphasis in this study v;as found in the 
attempt to determine instruc t ion.cil effects' 
in. terms of behavior as "exhibited in a 
practical, situation. 
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:iFTHOD The population of this study consisted 

of students who were enrolled in the Indian 
Teacher Training Project (ITTP) in the under*- 
gradua te teacher educa tion program in the 
Department of Social Science Education at The 
University of Georgia , The experimental 
study was composed entirely of students v/ho 
had volunteered to participate in the ITTP 
Program", All students in hot h.. groups ^ composed 
of 6 and 5 students, entered the teaclier 
education pi-ogram at the junior level. 

The experimental study began in the 
Winter Quarter of the 1911-12 school year 
with the administration of a questioning 
strategies module. This module v/as deveJ.oped 
at Arizona State University and field-tested 
.and revised at both Arizona State University 
and the University of Georgia, 

Students randomly assigned to Group A 
began their sequence by receiving informa- 
tion and instruction on redirecting, probing, 
and framing higlier levels of questions in 
an expository mode. After .jreading these 
materials the students were expected to 



demonstrate minimum proficiency r-cgcirding 
the follov;ing instructional objectives : 

1. Upon "the conclusion of ci unit 
of instruction on questioning 
strategies, the student v/ill 
be able to prepare and exhibit 
r G d i 37 c c t i o n and probing tech- 
niques during a five minute 
videotaped m i c r o t e a c li . 

2. Upon, the conc]usion of a unit 
of instruction on questioning 
s tra t.-^n ics , the student will 
be able to demonstrate the 
framing and use of c ompi" ehcnsive, 
analytical, and evaluative 
1 o y e 1 s of q u e s t d. o n i n g during 
a '-"f ive minute videotaped micro- 
ttach . 

Students randomly assigned to Grou£) 
B began their sequence by 
raation and instructioi'i on 
probing, and framing higher levels^ of 
questions in a videotaped o r televise d mode . 
After viewing these programs (the expository 
materials become scripts for the^ television 
series) the students in Group B v;ere e>:|pected 
to demonstrate minimum proficiency regarding 
the same instructional objectives listed for 
Group A above ♦ 

Production qua^lity was discounted on 
the basis of studies undertaken by Chu and 



reeej.ving infer- 
red d. r e c t i n g . 



Schrarp.m (19G7) \vho fourtd prodnctiop trcat- 
iner:Ls do not conlir-lbute to learning altliougli 
intorcyt and enjoyment may increase. llov/ever, 
Pecker {19G3) found att?. 1:ik1g and interc^^t 
t c> h e poo r i n d i c ei t o r s o f r o t cj ri t i o n a n d Gage 
( ]. 9 G 3 ) rose i^i t o d s t u d 1 e s f/r o m M i a irt i U n i v e r s i t y 

'lie li f.i II o '.V c d s t vl d e n t r a tings of to], o v i s i o n 
i ji s t-ruc t i on ore inversely correlated with 
student ability. It vJi)^^ further concluded, 
in su2-'}?ort of tlie above and additional s*tudiGS 
t }ja t a 1 1 i tndc-S to v.' a r d t el e vi s ion d o not g r ea 1 1 
affect achieve me n t . 

The micro teach sessions were used to 
deterinine the legitimacy of the modulo and" 
to provide infoririation in selected verbal 
^-ind nonvt^rba.l areecG, No discussion, feod- 
bac>-, etc. v;aft provided regarding the i-^pecific 
areas presented in the module, i,G,, i^edi.-- 
erecting, probing;, and f raining questions. 

Ti.o data presented in Table I reveals 
t h c'l t ni i n i m u m proficiency in all a e a s v; a s 
exliibited by all the students, of both Group 
A and Group P. » 
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TABLE I 

QUANTITATIV?: COMPILATION OF QUESTIONING STRATEGIES 
UPON THE CONCLUSION OF TREATMENTS 
FOR BOTH GROUPS A AND B 



A 



Group/Student #R #P #C fjA }fE 



1 2 2 3 1 2 

2 2 4 1 2 3 

3 3 5 i 1 3 
4.3 2 2 1 4 
5.1 3 2 1 4 
6 2 1 3 2 . 3 



1 ' 4 3 . ^ 2 2 2 

■2 5,6 3 .1 1 

3 2 1 2 1 .1 

4 2 1 3 2 1 

5 2 ■ 2 2 1 4 



#R = amount of redirections 

ifP = amount of pro-bes 

#C = amount of comprehension cuGstions 

^fA ~ amount of analytical questions 

#E - amount of evaluative questions 
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:ie Sj^ring Quarter of tlici 
' tudy , stuclc^n ts in Grou' ' A 
and G I o u p h v; o r e o e r v c d i n t h e i r p r a c t i a e 
teaching c las? <j room s for three twen ty m in - 
ute o3:)serva ti on periods. Each observation 
v;.ar> begun five minutes after the sLart of 
the clasnroora period and all observci tions 
e n t a 5, 1 d 1 i. v e c o cl i ngs , 1' 'n e o n - s i. i: e s i. t - 
uatJ.ons v/cro all loc:ated in either tlie 
Bureau of I ji d i a n A f f c-. i. r s S c h o ]. i, n C h o c - 
ta.v7, Mississippi, or the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs Schoo]. in Chcirokee, North Carolina, 
.11 1 ob s e r Vci t ion s v^e r o coded l^'y a s i ng 1 e 
o b s c r V c r v; ho did not have ri o \-: 1 e d cj o of 
' - the group to v;hich each subject belonged* 

-Results of the posLtests v/ero' subjected 
to a s t a t i s t .i c a 1 a i-i a .1 y s i t o a s c e r t a i. n 
various behaviora]. differences between 
the two groups » ' 
HYPOTilESES , In order to dcterir.ine v;,hel:her or not 

the mode of i n s t rue t i^on lia d an y effect 
upon the desired behavior of the students 
in Groups A. and B, the follov;xng null 
hypotheses v^ere formulated: 
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T here w i 1 1 h e no" , s i g n i f i c a n t 
cliff crencG' bctv;een the moan 
scores of Group A unci Group 
B }:ecjard.incj the amount of use 
of redirect i on. * 
There will he no signif i.cant 
difference be t we en the mean 
scores of Group A and Grovip 
B r e g a r d- i n g th e a n\o u n t of 
use of ]■-> r o Id e s . 

There v^ill be no significant 
d i f f e r G h c e he t mo en the m e a n 
scores of Group A and Group. 
B regarding t h e aino u n t of u s e 
of CO mp r e,]^ o n s i o n ct u e s t i o n s . 
T 1 1 ere will be n o s i g n i f i c a n t 
difference betv7een the moan 
scores of Group -A and Group 
B regarding the amount of use 
of a n a 1 y s i s q u e s t i o n s . 
T li e r e v; i 11 be n o s i g n i' f i c a n t 
difference betv;een the mean 
scores of Group A and Group 
B regard! n g tJie amo un t of use 
of evaluative ques tions , 



The exper imcntcil design applied to 
.this study was the randomized group 
der'jn. Conditions of randomization were 
met chat the total exper imen tal. sampl e 
v; a s c ompo sed of Indian s t ud e n t s who had 
volunteered to partake in ITTP Project 
and who v/ere assigned, at randon, to the 
two- treatment groups , Accordijig to 
Lindquist (1953) once the experimental 
subjects are randomized v;ith reference 
to treatments, it is fairly contended 
that the exper imental groups are random 
samples from the same hypothetical 
parent population. After the administra- 
tion of the treatments , each group v/as 
then regarded as a simple random sample^ 
from a hypothetical treatment population. 
'Camp)Dell and Stanley ( 1963) disc^iss the 
strength of the randomized group design 
V7hich controls all internal threats to 
validity and elimi nates or reduces--, al 1 
external threats to validity, 

The instrument used to collect the 
data involved a, sheet used by the observer 
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to quantify the student's verbal behavior 
in the five areas discussed in the hypotheses^ 
f o rmu lated for this study. The sheet v/as 
designed and field lusted by Professor James 
W, Bell of the Department of Secondary 
Education", Arizona S ta t e - Un i ver si ty , 

Posttest data from the Questioning 
Strategies Analysis Sheets v/as used to 
determine v/hether the mean behaviors of 
Group A and Group B vjere signi f ican t ly dif- 
ferent with regard to the formulated hyotheses. 
The t test was used to tost the null hypotheses 
that the means of Group A and Group B were ,. 
not significantly different, Neidtand 
Ahmann (1954) state v/henever only tv/o groups 
are being compared for differences betv/een 
un cor related means in two samples, "t" is 
appropriate for the test of significance 
of. the difference between the groups. 
Because of the s am^:) 1 e size,- is it important 
to note that, according to Guilford (]. 956), 
assumi^tions underlying use of^the t test;- 
are met by randomization of the experimental 
population and the interpretation of normal • 
distribution v;hich applies to statistic t 
regardless of the size of the. sample. 



Because the groupfs v;ere unoqua]. in size, 
the t model used was the pooled variance 
formula • 

The r e s u 1 1 s o f an a n a 1 y s i. s o f t h c 
collected data served the purpose of cither 
confirming or rejecting the null hypotlieses 
presented earlier in thrs report. The ,05 
level of confidence wa5> estrjblished as the 
c r i t G r j- o n for accepting or r e j e c: t .i. n g the 
null hyx:)othGSGs . 
Hypothesis _1 : 

As shov; in Table II, the redirection 
mean of Experimental Group A v;as 9 . 7167 
and the redirection mean of Exjperimental 
Group B was 8 . 86 00 . The applicatioiv of 
these means cind the appro];)r ia L e degrees 
of freedom yielded a t score of .2 307 v/hich 
v;as not significant cit the .05 ].evel. 
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A COMPARISOM OF REDIRECTIONS FOR 
FXPlJRIMEwTAL GROUPS A AND B 



S tanclard Mean 
Giroup Number DeviaLion Redi.r ecti.on t 



A - G 6 . 8 3 50 9 , 716 7 

- ' ■ ' .2307 

B . 5 . 5.1223 ' 8.8600 



Accord.lna to tliG data in Tablfj III, the probing 
mean of Exper iinon tal Group A V7cis 11^7667 and the 
probiriy mean of- E:;periinental Group B v;as 11.0000, 
The application of these ineans and the appropriate 
degrees "of freedom yielded at t score of .3596 
which v/as not significant at the .05 level. 



TABLE XII 

A C0MP7\RIS0N OF PROBING&' FOR 
EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS A AND B 



Standard Mean 
Group Numb^e'r Deviation Probing t 



A 6 3.3237 11.7667 

. 3596 

B -5 3.7537 ' 11. 0000 



Hypo thes i s 3 : 

— ' . ■ # 

The data pro sen ted in Table IV shov/s the comx:)r ehen- 

sive que'.:tions inecin o-f Exper imental Group A v/as 4*5500 

and the comprehensive questions mean of Experimental 

Group B was 6.2800. The application of these means and 

the apx:)ropr iate degrees of. freedom yielded a t score of 

1.2390 which was not a significant t at the .05 level. 

■ ■ . .. ' 

The separate variance formula v/as applied to sthis hypo- 
thesis. 
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TARLE IV 



A COMI^AR;;, SO;i OF COMP Ri: il CN S I VE QUESTIONS 
FOR EXPE RIM::;:)^i^AL G ''^ : i f: ^^ • ■■:!) B 



S t.a I) cl a r d Mean 
Group Numb r Dcvicition Com];r chen55 i ve t 



A G 3 . 2691 4 . 5500 

1.23 

B 5 .9176 6.2800 



F - 12. 693 



T >i e ci a t a c i t e cl i r:i T a b 1 e V r e v e a 1 g d t h a t t h c a a 1 y t i c a .1. 
qner.tionh;: racan of Ex:,, crimen t el Group A v;as 2,2833 and the 
ana} tica]. quesl:ion.s mean of Exper iio.ental Group B v;as - 
-1,9200. Theso figuroc re5?ultad In a 't score of .4459 
whirni v;n f:r not a s i gn if i c an t t at the .05 level. 



TABLE , V 



A COMPARISON OF ANALYTICAL OUKSTIONS 
FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS A AND' 13 



S t ci 31 cl c\ r ci M e ci n 

Group Number Davi<.ition Analyticcil ' .t 



A . 6 1 .5079 2 . 2833 

,4459 

B 5 1 , 1100 1 . 9200 



Hypo the 5 i s 5_: 

Table VT shov/ed the ev^iluative cxuGstions. mean of 
Experimental Group A was 1.0500. and the evaluative 
questions * mean of Groux^) B v;as 1.5200 . The cipplication 
of these means and the appropriate degrees of freedom 
yielded a^t score of .9320 v/hich v/as not significant 
atthe.OSlevel. 
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K COMPARISOl^ OF i^VALUATIVE QUESTIOI-^S 
for' KXPERIMFriTAL GROUPS A AND B 



Group Number 



Standard 
DevJ. citioh 



M o a n 

E V (\1 u a t i V G 



A 



72 59 



. 9 9 7 



1.0500 



1.5200 



9 3 2 0 



D£scus s;rqN ^ ■ . 

The- data presei^tod in Tables II-VI represent a compari- 
son of mcciH group performances in selected behavioral areas. 
E a c: 11 m o a n 5; core r e p r e s e n t s t lie mean of i n d j. v i d n a 1 p e r f o r m ci ri c e s 
as shov;n In Tables VII and VllI . A quantit ative breakdov7n 
of th e u L-J. 1 i z a t ion o f qu e s I i on "le vc 1 s is shov/n in Table IX. 

A b r i t r a r y i n i. n i m u lii p e }: f o r m a nee c r i t e r i a w e r e e s t a ]:> 1 j. s h e d , 
p >- i o r i , fore h c h of the f j. v e c r i t o r i o n v a r i a h X e i-j . " A s s h o\7 n 
i n T : I b 1 e X :n ' a n p c r f o r in a n c e s o f t h e. t e x t u a 1 group d u r i. n g micro 
teaching exceeded a 1. 1- criteria. Mean performance of the TV 
group d u r ing raic r o 1 each i ng o xce e d ed all c r i t e r i a except: the 
c r j. t e r i o n for e v a 1 u a t i v e q u o s t i o n. s . M e a n p e r f o r k\ a n c e o f t h e , 
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TABLE VII 



INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE DATA: GROUP A 





Behavior Categories 




Al 


A2 


A3 


A4 


A5 




A6 


<y *<J O ^ J. V C-l JU \-) 11 A. 


















?f R <.-• Pi \ ypp'+i on<=5 




5 


' 2 4 


•5 

>j 


1 5 


7 






#Probes 




0 


14 


4 


6 


10 




9 


# C o nip r e h e n s i V e s 




0 


7 


1 


4 . ■ 


10 




3 


# Anal y t ical s 




0 


4 


0 


2 


4 


3 


0 


#E valua ti ves 




0 


2 


0 


0 


1 




1 






• 














^^Rpfli yechi one: 

\\ _1« Xm J« Vh/ 1 1 1^ 




7 


13 




2 S 








#Probes 




17 


13 


22 


30 


15 




21 


.ftComprehensives 




5 


5 


3 


8 


17 




6 


#Arialy ticals 




1 


.0 


1 


6 


'3- 




1 


#E valua ti ves 




' 1 


0 


0 


1 


1 ' 




0 


Observation 3 
















5 ■ 


. #Redir ect ions 




0 


24 


14 


2 


13 




1 


#P robe s 




1 


14 


14 


10 


5 




7 


#Compr ehen si ve s 




1 


1 


3 


4 


5 




5 


# An aly ticals 




1 


3 


4 


0 


8 




3 


rfEvaluatives , 




0 


2 


5 


1 


4 




0 


Individual Means/ 


















ftRedir ect i ons 


4 


. 0 


20:3 


6 . 3 


15 . 0 


10.0 


2 


.7 


tfProbes 


6 


. 0 


13.7 


13.3 


15.3 


10.0 


12 


. 3 


#Compr ehens ives 


2 


. 0 


4 . 3 


2 . 3 


5.3 


10.7 


2 


. 7 


-ttAnaly ticals 


0 


. 7 


2 . 3 


1 . 7 


2, 7 


5 . 0 


1 


. 3 


#Evaluatives 


0 


. 3 


1.3^ 


1.7 


0. 7 


2 . 0 


0 


.3 
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TABLE VIII 



INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE DATA 



Group B 



Behavior Categories 




Bl 


B2 


B3 




B4 


B5 


Ob s e r V cJ t i o n i 
















^RGclirGciiions 




6 


Q 


4 




7 




' ir P r o b e s 




13 


12 


8 




14 




#Compr eh 3ns i ve s 




8 


4 


7 




9 


8 


#Analy ticals 




0 


3. 


0 




3 


1 


#Evaluat i ves 




1 


0 


0 




1 


2 


Observation 2 
















ftRodirections 




1 2 


R 


til 




*-i 




# Probes 




24 


17 


8 




13 


16 


# C o mp rehensives 




8 


3 


6 




8 


7 


# Analytical s 




^5 


0 


1 




4 


,2; 


#Eva 1 uat i ve s 




3 


0 


'••4. 




0 




Observation 3 
















flRedirect ions 




10 


15 


0 




9 


20 


#Probes 




12 


5 


i 




6 


10 


#Coinpr ehen s i ves 




5 


13 


1 




3 


4 


tfAnalyticals 




7 ' 


3 


2 




P 


' 1 


- # Evaluati ves 




3 


1 


2 




1 


.3 


Individual Means 
















# Redirections 


9 


. 3 


10 . 3 


2 . 0 


6 


. 7 


16.0 


tfProbes 


, 16 


. 3 


11.3 


5. 7 


11 


. 0 


10.7 


ifCompr ehens i ves 


7 


. 0 


6 . 7 


4. 7 


6 


. 7 


6.3 


rfAnaly ticals 


3 


. 7 


1 . 3 


1 . 0 


2 


. 3 


1 . 3 


#Ev.aluat i ves 


2 


. 3 


0.3 


2 . 0 


0 


. 7 


2 . 3 
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TABLE IX 



QUESTION LEVELS: RAW SCORES AND PERCENTAG?JS 
FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS A AND B 



Group 


Knov; ledge 


C o mp r e h e n G i V e 


Analytical 


Evaluative 


A 


212 


82 


41 


19 


B , 


185 


94 


29 


23 


T 


397 


176 


70 


42 


A 


31% 


12% 


6% 


* 

3% 


B 


2 7% 


14% 


4% 


3% 


T 


58% 


26% 


10% 


6% 



T = Group totals 



textual group during the three periods of student teaching 
exceeded criteria for redirection, probes, comprehension 
questions and analysis quest ions , but not for evaluative 
questions. The mean ' performance of the TV group during 
the three periods of student teaching likewise exceeded 
the criteria for the first four criterion variables but 
failed to attain criterion for the last category, evaluative 
questions. 

No significant differences be tween treatment groups , 
were obtained for any of the five criterion variables when 



ERLC 
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TABLE X 



BASELINE AND PRACTICE TEACHING MEANS 
FOR GROUPS A AND B 







Baseline 


Practice 


Teaching 




A 


B 


A 


B 


R 


2.16 


3 .00 


9.72 


8 . 86 


P 


2 . 83 


2.60 


11.7 7 


11.00 


C 


2 . 00 


2.40 


4 .55 


6.28 




1.33 


1.40 


2.28 


1.92 


E 


3 . 16 


1.80 


1.05 


1.52 



R = redirections 
P = probes 

C = compr ehens ion questions 
A = analytical questions 
E = evaluative questions 



performances during the three student teaching .periods 

were comx^ared. - 

,] , ■ ■ , 

. The results of this study indicate that, for the 
subject matter studied cind for/ the population involved, 
the more expensive TV instruction failed to produce a 
criterion performance wliich differed significantly from 
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LhaL produced by the leSLi expciisivo textual instruction. 
Tlio implication is clear: there is no benefit reisulting 
from the iir-;e of TV ins t ru o ti ori , per so, if the instruction 
can bci prost:}\tccl via a textual mode. V/hcn instruction 
i.s ^ivailaV>lc onJ.y in a tej.cvi.so^cl form, it vrould be well 
to coi'i.sJdoir v/ii ether or no.t a t rein. scribed text (or scrd.pt) 
v;ould p]:oducG the savac resjults before investing in the 
resources -which are neco^^^sary to pjrpsent televised instruction 

>jodif ications of the study are .suggested for 
replica ti. on and further invcs tiga tion • 
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